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Chapter

Introduction-and Overview V

\

In August of .1974 the Research Director [A.AlacK0] was asked by the Alberta
Department of Education to design an evaluation'of the fducational Opportunities
Fund [E.O.F.J. A contract covering the time period Of-September 1st, 1974 to

November 30, 1975 was signed between the Minister of Education and the Governors

of The University of AZberta on January 29th, 1975. Under the.terms of thiS con-
-

tract, eight general questions were identified for the st dy. They were as
follows:

[1] To what extent has the, E.O.F. program achieved its intended_

objectives?

[2] What by-products in terms of educational pi-ogr4is, innova-

tions, etc., has the program produced?

[3] How well have the individual E.O.F. projects in school

districts realized their stated objectives?

[41 What administrative, fiscal, or other effects b ve been pro-

---duc*d-at-the-Sthoel district level, by the intrction of:-
the E.O.F. progrm?

..__

[5] How valuable is the funding of projects on the bisis of

1

proposals T.3 compared with formula financing?

[6] What are the specific changes in E.O.F. program policies

iand procedures which would improve the quality a
r

d lOng7term

productivity of the projects? 1

1

] How well has E.O.F. (Ca*er4i(7'.ory) realized its Stated ob-
(

,

r
i

jectives?
1

[81-- Needs assessment re'secondaiw cc,ponent to E.O.F: What are
. 1-the perceived needs, if any, of 2lients relative!to a

,

secondary component? If positi':e,. what should be the nature,
I

scope and modality?

1
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During the time period September 1, 1974 to May 1, 1975 work on the pro .

ject was focussed on design of the study, collection of documents, and prepara .

tion of the research team and the data collection instruments. In May, June,

July and August members of the research team were in the field collecting data

'and, later, analyzing the data that had been collected.

Originally the evaluation design included three major data sources:

interviews, a questionnaire survey, and a docUment analysis. However, after

the interviews were completed and a preliminary analysis of the data obtained

from the interviews was complete the Department of EduCation and the Research

Director agreed that the questionnaire survey would be deleted from thedstudy.

Therefore, the two data, sources on which this report is based are the inter

views and the analysis of documents.

The Research'Team

The research team was comprised of two sub-units one of which conducted

the interviews and site visits and another which analyzed documents obtained

from the E.O.F. office in'the Department of Education, Edmonton.

Interview and Site Visit Team. Mes::.rs. Robert Mahon, Douglas Boughton, and

Jeremy *Simms Carried out the interviews and site vis.itS...._MrMahen

candidate in Curriculum Studies in the Department.of Elementary Education, while

Messrs. Boughton and Simms were Ph.D. students in the Department of Secondary

Education.

.//

Document Analysis Team. Messrs. John Ilavsky, Swee-Hin Toh and Donald Wilson

.carried out the/analysis of documents. Messrs. Ilavsky and Toh were Ph.D.
//

candidates in'the Department of Educational Administration while Mr. Wilson was

a Ph.D. candidate-in the Department of.Secondary Education.
. .

one stage in the evaluation design, the Research Director proposed to

e7loy a Project Administrator; but as the time available became short it was

Aecided that the day to day administrative arrangements could most conveniently

/ be handled by the Research Director and members of the research team. Miss
/
/

Shirley Culic, Department Secretary in the Department of Elementary Education
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played a key role in the administrative aspects of the operation.

As a footnote it can be said that availability of human resources is a
severely limiting feature in an enterprise of this type. One\has to, in-

\

evitably, rely on people who have other full-time commitments as graduate
students or professors. In this instance, it was fortunate that some well-
qualified rand dedicated people were able to give some of their time to work
on the. project. The need for some agency to have people on a stand-by

(!apa:sity T'or projects such as this one was made evident by this particular
experience.

The Evaluation Design

As mentioned above, the sources of data were: (a) interviews and cite
z)isits, and, (b) analysis of documents. The interviews and site visits were,
of course, the major source of data and Chapters II - IX inclusive of this re-
port provide the findings In Chapter X, the document analysis is described
in terms of scope, techniques of analysis, and results. Therefore, the design
details in this first chapter will deal only with the interview and site visit
sample and procedures.

--The -Smmpie-

In Table I, the sample of pers()ns interviewed is described. Table II

contains a breakdown of the project distributionin the "popui.ation" of EOF

rfrojects and describes the sample chosen for interviews and visits. In Table

III, the identification of types of projects in the sample and some informa
tion as to location, rural vs urban. ahd ,size is provided.

9
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Table I

Persons Interviewed

Central Office 59

Regional Office

Board fle=bers 2i

Teachers 130

69

Parents

Other

TOTAL

1 0
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Table III

Analysis of Project Types, Location and Size [Indicated by Cost]

Project Types No. Zones Rurs1 Urban :ize by Cost)

Communications 2 5.1 1 1 11,5 Project Size

Code.
Communications/Media 1 1 1 4

Field Trips 1 2 1 3 1-< 1,000

Fine Arts 3 .5,5,2 1 2 14,3,2 2- 1- 5,000
Fine Arts/Pbys Ed. 1 6 1 3 3_ 5_ 10,000

Fine Arts/Field Trips 1 1 3 4- 10- 20,000

Language Arts 9 6,6,5,4,3,
3,2,2,1

4 5 22,1904,13,
4,4,4 gi3r,

5- 20- 30,000

Language Arts/Reading 7 6,5,5,1+,3,
1,1

6 1 13,11,10,9, \
.

9,6,3
6- 30- 40,000

Lage Arts/Reading/Library 1 2 1 5 7- 40- 50,000

Language Arte/Reesling/Muslc 1 3 1 5 8- 50- 60,000

Language Arts/Reading/Special Ed. 1 3 1 7 9- 60- 70 ono

Nathematics 1 5 1 13 10- 70- 60 ON
Mathematios/7cience 2 3,2 1 I 13_3 11_ Ro- 9m00
slatisjutdoor
Math/Science/Lge Arto/Rending 1 4 1 14 13-100- 200,000

Math/Science/Social Ctudies

1 1

2 1 1 3 14-200- 300,000

Feeding

1

3,3,3,1

5

L

1

13,9,5,3 15-3on- 4o,Coo

16-400- 500,000Science

Social 3td1 I I 6 17-500- 6no,000

Others .. Guidance 1 2 1 5 18-600- 7.no,0n0

- Integrated Curriculum 4 1 32

lc

19-700- 800,000

2C-600- 900000- Staff Cifferentiation 1 c 1

- Learning Centre 1 ' 1 9 21-900-1,000,0co

- Cammunity Res:iroes 1 6 1 6 22-> 1,000,000

- Early Ed/Reaoineor. 1 6 1 13

- Oral French 1 6 1 4

TOTALS 47 :.q3

ZZZZZZ
9 6 10

4

8

6

jeach

26 21

Projects Viewer! in
7one.

1 2

6
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p.

The IntervleaSel.11.!..1
.\\

. A structured inteillew schedule was used, for!the:337 interAews. Because

oi-some differell ces in perspective among the,variOus sub-groupsthere was some

variation in thz.,Itestions asked. The

this report ands,the differentuestions
,

on the diffe?ent Arasions' Of IN?.ge 4 Aof

.,-
inteAview schedule is in Appendix A of

for-sub-groups in,the sample'are shown

,pcheduie.

In each zase the interView was-planned\to'last..from 30 - 50 minutes. The

interviewerd' touk a iit. of. time to explain ttleir role'to the' subjects and to

assure them of compleTt6,0.nonymity. At'the end of,each day's work in the field,

the researchers 5lumnarla.0. their interview schedule--dateHand observational data

obtained at the prooect sites. -After all of thg interviews had been completed

the research &pill) 'Svent a considerable amount of tin.;e back at the University
7

campus developing a systern for summarizing and analyzing the contents of the

interldews.

.There we.e a oreat IT.LnY different types of responses to the fairly open-

ended questions the scl'iedule, and as leads to new-information appeared, the

, researchers proV:d 1.atn intresting areas of inquiry. Vhile the end'result was,

in the Research Pirc'tr,r13 c)ninion, much more valuable than data from a structured

questionnaire ollive;,-, hr. 14k or content analysis became rather monumental.

In repori-fl th find1r4'% from this phase of the study, the response type:;-

developed durinfr th content ;Ln%lycis will be used as the framework for reporting.

In .each casc'th P centf r,f r,,spondents-who answered in a particular way is

:erlwted and th.5 informati,on is used as a basis far drawing con-

2lusions. Whil thls kind 1),," 117rJ.1Ysis depends on rather.arbitrary"rulec

ioos .enabli 4 l'eearcr '.Toid reliance on general.ImpressionS interviewer

and so cn.

I

In other 91t-)rqs, thc= .:soritent :Lnulysi_s of data obtained from face-to-face,

probinf.r, open-e0ed intprviQwin(1 produces a level of riqor which justifies the

dravp ft-ora tht:

7,11:mmrd '1%1 thc interview are not included

1 3



in the report simply because they are so minute in detail that they do not

readily provide fnformation to a. reader. . However, they are stored at the Unit:-

.versity and will not e destroyed until after the final report has been

received by the Minister of Education.

Overview of the Report

This report is comprised of eleven chapters. Cnapter I provides an

introduction, description of the study, and an overview. Chapters II - IX

inclusive provide the findings on the eight general questions. Chapter X

includes the description and the results of the document analysis and Chapter

XI summarizes the conclusions and includes a set of recommendations.

.

Chapters I and XI are designed to serve as a short version cf the report

for ready communication to readers who do not want to deal in;:great detail with

the basic data. Therefore, besides-the Official 12 copies of the full report,

the Research Director has prepared 12 repies entitled "A Summary of An Evalua-

tion of E.O.F."

1 4



Chapter II

Achievement of Intended Objectives of EOF Program
,

Only a small number of the people interviewed had a clear picture of the ob-
, jec.Lves as listed in EOF documents. In general, there was a positive response

to the question regarding achievement of objectives. Mastery of basic skills was

ranked highest while enhancement of pupils' self-confidence was second highest of

the specific objectives identified by the respondents. In,order to provide a

more detailed pictUre of the responses and of the level of response by certain

categories of persons interviewed, the following .sections of this chapter will pre-

sent ten 'categories or types of responses which the research team developed from

their field notes and interview schedules.- In each case, the response type will

be presented and .then information regarding the strength Of support fcir that re-

.spense will be provided. The pc3pomle,types in some cases represent verbatim

statements t:y in mQst cases, however, they are.intended to rpresent

5tatements which varied Jomewat in wordini; Lut which contained essentially the

same information.

!I i. 'hapter Lfl rt 1LpLer3 of the report, the response type

have ad:.,acent to it :taement to the frequency nf its appearance in the

:7amid.i.: of intervi c!ws. fn to ::u=arine the response frequencies, an arbitrary

rat,. .,/as ..sed, as follc)ws:

If 6.n to 100 of intervievie ; made the response, it is labelled High..

If 31% to 6ln of interviewees made the response, it is labelled Modg.um.

If 1 to 30?, of interviewees macle the response, it is labelled Low.

FrH,lowini; the prent/ttion of each net of response types a dikw.koion of the

in tr f i ii fr th :tady and some informntion regarding sub-

-Jf res rith'it ii1 r.:,sented,. It qhould be noted that, although the

(.d:nber of people making a part1cu1al. response was low in some canes, there was an
additive or composit effect icnsofar as.we were able to group pocitive responses
which focussed on different facets of the same central question.

9
1 5



Responses

[1] (a) The objectives of the EOF program have generally been achieved [Iligh]

(b) The objectives have 'been a limited way [Low

(c) The objectives have been acnieved becausf:/they'are,so broad
it would be difficult not to.achieve thein [Low ]

( ) Thr, cii-IM7stivr;:; hove probably been ach,leved [Low ]

Discussion

All ,-atetr,orie:! ,,r v2,)ple interviewed had a r77,lium or ,high frequency response

nf the type ldentifie(j as [1] (a). Yrv. 1.,c1ioul board members and central office

otaff were in the t11(:(11m (51 and 5:4 respectively) while principals,

classroom teachers and proje,.:t teachers were in thc high frequency category. No

notable differences between rural and urban respondents or among respondents in

the six zones of the province were evident.

It was clear that th stroni- 3upert for this particular [1 (a) ] response

type represents an endorsation of the EOF pro&am.

[2] Objective

(a)

one ("mr.wtcp,f Ctay..0 lEd auxU.iary rki.11s") has been:

[Medium]well achicved

(h) most 7Hible
[ Lowi

(c) not .JeLl achieved
[ bow ]

(d) difficult to Mo'isu.re Low 1

Discussion

The only notable deviatio:, from the general picture shown above was on, the

part of school board members who mentioned response type 2 -(a) in only 29% of the

cases.

1 6
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The over-all frequency of mention of 2 (a) was 45% which suggests that,

in the minds of the'people interviewed, the evidence is not yet available

that would enable them to provide stronger support. The fact that the pro-

jects had not yet run their full course and that product evaluation evidence

_was-not alwaYs available may explain the medium frequency lvel.

[3] Objective two ("maintaining or increaaing self-confidence and self-respect")

has been:

(a) well achieved

(b) most visible

(c) not well achieved

-.(d) least Visible

Discussion

[Medium]

[ Low ]

[ Low ]

[ Low ]

Central office personnel and project teachers in rural areas were generally,

stronger than their urban counterparts in supporting response 3 (a), In:fact, 75%

of the project teachers in rural areas made that particular response while only

38% of the urban project teachers resPonded in this way. No obvious explanation

for the difference can be provided at this time. The fact that the total response

Was in the Modium catomry :ipze,. that evidence On the achievement of thisob-
,

jfIctive is not yet weil devuloped at the project level. Again, a possible need,

for product evaluation may be indicated.

[L] Objective three ("vi4.11-;-:litp upgrading,activities") has been:

(a) well achieved [Low]

(b) most visible [Low]

(c) not well achieved [Low]

(d) least visible {Low}

(e) too early to,say [Low]

1 7



3.2

Discussion

The only deviation from the generalresponse picture was on the part ot pro-
ject teachers in urban areas who indicated, at a Medium frequency- level, that this
specific objective was well achieved. This is not surprising in view of the

probability that special projects as an aspect of "upgrading activities" are new
to many rural settings because of scarcity of funds. In Zone #3, in particular,

this response was quite evident.

[5] Evaluator's resarch team member) observation of link between needs
served by project and program goals. [Medium]

Discussion

Because the research team actually visited the sites of the,projects as well

as interviewing various people, it wat possible-for them to make their own juugment

as to the congruence between the needs served'by each project and the goals of the

EOF program as stated in program. documentation.

The observation wad:particularly well supported by the evid'ence available

from rural projects. As!:a commentary on the decree to which project goals are cm-
patible with general prbp:ram goals these observations are especially significant.

[6] Instructional services are "ninc.:

(a) Directly delivered to students

(b) Indirectly delivered to students j Low 1

Discussion

AcrosS all categoriet response type r (a) was mentioned by 74% of the respon7,
dents. The detailed brcakno141 of responses was, in part, as Xollows:

1 8
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Rural board members

Urban board members 14%

Central office personnel 569

Rural principals 90%

Urban principals 82%

Rural classroom teachers 100%

Urban classroom teachers 64%

Project teachers
, . . .

7796

Parents 78%

The only major deviation from the general trend was on the part of urban board

members who did not mention response type 6 (a) to the same extent as other re-
spondents. One should note, however, that when their (i.e. urban board members')

responses to 6 (a) and 6 (b) are combined the total response is 28%. Moreover,

one should not infer from a low frequency response that negative conclusions

should be drawn. In spite of this caution, the deviation is intereSting and is,

Perhaps, worthy of future study.

One can certainly say or the basis of these respcnses that there is strong

,-!vi(1eni:0 to stApport a :nnclusion that, services are-bnii;'delivered to elementary
::tuAent:; by EOF projr.q.tt;.

:71 (1) InstrucLionai al,sistance if; being delivered to teachers

Instrur2tIonal ILssistance is not being delivered to teachers

(c) Assume it must-deliver instructional assistance to :beachers

[Low]

[Lowi

Discussion

In total, 70% of the respondents mentioned response tYpe 7 ,(a). Classroom

teachers (91%), Principals (86%), rural board Members (80%) and project :teachers

in urban ,areas (75%) were particularly high in this category. Again, one of the

major objectives of the-EOF program appears to have been achieved. This finding

'oupled with the information about direct impact on pupils supports a conclusion

that the'program has been effective.

1 9



[8] Achievement of the objectives of specific TTojects has been limited by:

(a) Teachers not using available services. [Low]

-(b)---AMount-of-money available for specific projects [Low]

(c) Unwillingness of teachers to participate [Low]

(d) Doubts about longevity of program [Low]

(e) Lack of expertise in proRram writing [Low]

Discussiot

These.particular response types were not frequently mentioned by respondents

in any of'the categories. In the minds of the people interviewed, liMitations on

the achievement of.project objectives were not significant. Given that the pro-

jects wei-e funded for a limited time period, the Zow frequency of mentiOn of

response type 8 (d) (t.e. "doubts about longevity of program") is Significant.

1)1 The statea objectives.in Lhe EOF documents aro not unique. They are general

goals of educatioh: Farmarkinc. implies:

(a) In3ut'fic1eh:2y (if [L6zol

(b) ioor administratHn [toe]

(c) reasons [Low]

Discussion

A very.:ow percentar,e ,f co:i.c. iited K.!gati..0(7 views about earmarked.

fundine:. C)nly 67; of schol board members S,r.terviewed responded in each of the

three tynes listed abc,ve. ,ne ,lrawn that funding of this type is

notcor.i:iered 1-..r-sd in prl.(7iple.

2 0
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[10) Parental involvement in the EOF program has been:

(a) non-exiStant [Medium]

(b) limited [Medium]

(c) extensive
[ Low ]

(d) increased
[ Low ]

.Discussion

The responses shown above yere general across all categories of respondents

.(includinp, parents). Rural classroom teachers (73Z) 'were particularly strong in

mentioning response 10 (a). !turd parents and urban principals did report some.

increase in parental involvement..

It can be concluded thf3,t the parental involvement goal_of the EOF program
k

vas not realized.

Conclusi:ons

:THE OBJECTIVES OF THE 1:Y.HAVE GENERALLY BEEN ACHIEVED.

:MASTERY OF BASIC AND AUXILIARY SKILLS HAS.BEEN MODERATELY ACHIEVED..

MAINTENANCE OR IN(REASE IN PUPILS' SELP-CONFIDENCE AND.SELF-RESPECT HAS
BEEN MODERATELY, ACHIEVED.

VISIBILITY OF UPGRADING ACTIVITIES IS GENERALLY LOW.

THERE IS A MODERATELY STRONG CONNECTION BETWEEN PROJECT OBJECTIVES AND
ECE P50(7z?414 GOALS.

INSTRUCTIONAL SERVICES ARE DEFINITELY BEING DELIVERED DIRECTLY TO STUDENTS.

INSTRUCTIONAL ASSISTANCE IS BEING DELIVERED TO TEACHERS.

ACHIEVEMENT OF PROJECT OBJECTIVES'IS NOT APPARENTLY BEING LIMITED BY .

VARIABLES IDENTIFIED ay THE PROJECT PARTICIPANTS OR OTHER RESPONDENTS.

, THECONCEPT OF SPECIAL FUNDING DOES NOT HAVE NEGATIVE CONNOTATIONS.

PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT,IN CP PROJECTS IS GENERALLY LOW..

2.1 ,...



Chaptur III

By-Products of EOF

The Research Director believes that an evaluative study. is not complete un-

less cUestions arejlSked about the by-products (both positive and negaiVe) of the

program being emluated. In this case, the dnformation obtained'from,respondents

proved to be very valuable as a basis for drawing cohclusions about EOF In the

previous chapter it'was clear that the basic objectives conceived of by the de-

signers of EOF have been generally achieved. The infOrmationin this chapter

attempts to tell the rest of.the story which,in some ways, is more important as a

basiS for evaluation. Becau:e this Lecond general question was the most open-

ended one of a:11, a great muny different responses. were elicited. It was-in

dealing with this second questinn that'the content analysis approach prOved to be

of greatest u:7e.

Responses

.;1] (a) EOF has .produced a :e-assessmert, by teachers, schools, and systems,
of the'state of education. [LowV

(b) Others are demandini: tne servjtle [Low]

(c) A desire to (,xpand proc:raM has been created [Low]

Discussion

As inthe case..in most response types generated by this second question,

the actual number of respondents who made a particular comment is quite low.

Therefpre'one should not i,nfer that !; low percentage of responses of a particular

tyPe suggests lack of positive reactions./Each response type should rather be

viewed as one facet of a generally highly positive view the by-productsof

EOF. In this particular case, the Comments speak for themselves and are qUite

positive dn direction

2 2
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[2] EOF has stimulated professional growth in school district personnel:

(a) through project initiated in-service programs [Low!

(b) by specific program aCtivities
[Low]

(c) by individual project activitie:3
[Low]

(d) through Course work, professional involvement, etc. [LoW]

Discussion

Once again the number of times each of these responses was made is low;

but a scrutiny of the detailed data shows that principals (36%) and teachers

(245) mentioned response 2 (a) fairly often.

[3] The nature of prOfessional growth mentioned above includes:

(a) growing awareness of the potential value of the roles of para-
professionals, ai4es, and parent volunteers in education [Low]

(b) growth of knowlede :tnd transferable instructional skills in
(*tent area:, [Medium]

(c) teacher commitment to specific programs [Low]-.

(d) growth in ability of teachers to generate new ideas aimed at
.

dealing with specific educational needs of eleMentary students [Low]

(e) realization of the educational advantages of small group work [Low]

(f). growth in ability of teachers to deal with specific eauca-
tional problems of elementary students [Low]

(g) sensitization of teachers to alternatives with respect to:

( i ) curricu2um [Low]
( ii) methodolog., [Low]

(iii) materials and elu4ment [Low]
( iv) orranizatin of curriculum materials [Low]



(h) growth in ability to identify individual student needs

(i) growth of administrative skills in some school district
administrators-

'Discussion

[Low]

[Low]

Response type 3 (b) was mentioned frequently by principals (58%), class-
room teachers (73%) and project teachers (61%). Response 3 (d) was mentioned

fairly freouently by board members (47%) and central office personnel (51%).
Response 3 (f) was mentioned by 65% of central office people and by 50% of the
principals_in the sample. Responses 3 (g) (i, ii, iii) were mentioned by class-
room and project teachers fairly frequently. Response 3 (h) was mentioned by
38% of rural central office personnel, 36% of rural principals, 65% of rural
classroom ieachers and 39% of the project teachers.

[4] PE"' has engendered the following insights:

(A) of school district personnel into the administrative
structure of education

[Low]

(b) of school district personnel into the b_enefits arising from
requirements to develop proposals for special grants [Low]

(c) of teachers and admniotrators into the benefits derived
from clarifyin7 educational objectives [Low]

(d) of Parents into the problem:, of' educatinr elementary students [Low]

(e) realization that a,deate servies require full-time, not
part-time personnel

[Low]

(f) realization that children can t?,Ke more resonsihility for
their educational proryam

[Low]

Discussion

ResponSes: by parents em:In.tsized the comment reprezented by response type
(d) as-83% cf rural parents and 35% of urban parents mentioned the irmi&t:;
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they. had gainFed into the ,problems of educating elementary pupils. The other re
spondents all offered these comments as indications of positive side effects.

[5] EOF has allowed school district personnel to initiate projects (and,
consequently, convince boards of their worth) which otherwise were
viewed as too expensive. Some of these projects are being continued
on board initiative.

[Low]

Disussion

This response was made by 43% of urban principals and by 30% of rural
board members. It is one ofthe numerous comments elicited by our question

about byproducts which seemed particularly worthy of note as positive evi-7

dence about the program's effects.

[61 EOF ha.-; improved thl.! quantit;N .thd qualfty of communications at specified
.

levels (e.g. Leachrs Ldeas with other teachers, etc.). [Medium]

Discuosion

. An examination of tne ctiec breakdown of responses of this type shows
tn..: following:

Rural bo,Ird me:liters

Jc-ntral office personne1

Rural classroom teachers

Rural parents

Urban parent_.

40%

85%

78%

50%

The r.,:sponse was cotrimon 'v..ross al) six;.zones of the province and is suggestive of
a discrepancy thht r!,tLlt eh-traeteri: the work style of many tecohers who are not
invo.lred with pf othr team work in the.elementary schools of Alberta.
As a pooitiw: 't, this is 4nother one whch is particularly striking.

EOF .

pers.inn?1
72.,.wt:: in o\ral-.:ative skills of school district

26



[71 (b) EOF has produced a growth in awareness of the need for
evaluation in education [Low]

Discussion

Rural board memberb (2;0%) ard 39 of central office personnel.mentioned

response '7 .(a). In appraising this response one needs to take account of the

analysis contained in Chabter X of this report before drawing any hard and

fast conclusions about the state of the art of evaluation.

[8] ( ) EOF has stimnLated'local curriculum development

(b) EOF 1-r.ls stimulated curriculum development to meet local
(and individual) needs

(c) EOF has stimulatq curriculum development demonstrating
new approaches (e.g. classroom teacher initiated production
of materials)

Discussion

[Low]

[Low]

[Low]

Urban -entral ofrict: persnnl (357), classroom teachers (37%) and pro-._

ject teachers (395) rr:ntned response 3 (b) moderately frequentl:.r. Some 39%
of cntral (;(Nc' por,pli! rsponne 8 (c). More is some s',:Pport,

thf-rQfor-, for a conf.1,L;i,:ri curricUlum development has been enh4ced.

[9] EOF has produced positive :.r-langes in:

(a) Staff ( j ) attitude :Med-f.u.m]
( ii) morale

[ Low' 1.

(b) Studeqt ( I ) attitude 1Medium]
( ii) morale

[ Low 1

Discussion

Favorable. effectc on rtff and Ltudent attitude' were generally perceived
'f)y the respondents. In particular; classroom teachers felt that teacher and

2 6



student attitude had been positively

ject teachers also felt that teachei

Siote 83% of rural parents and 35% of

had been 'improved as a result of EOF

affected (58% and 61% respectively). Fro

and student attitude 'had been improved.

urban parents felt that pupils' attitudes

projects.

[10] EOF haS produced Positive communitY reaction.

Discussion

[Mediwn]

All.categories of respondents', except for schbol board members, mentioned

this response fairly frequently. Rural beard members (30%) did mention it some-
what frequently. As a "rolitical" Side-benefit,--this. one is extremely note-
worthy.

[11] Remediation deliver,'d to students. under EOF produced benefits in other
areas.

Diz;cussion nt4

[Low]

Parents made this r-suonse fairly frequently, particularly the parents in

rural locatiom; (37:',Z).

[12] EOF has saved administrative time. [Low]

Dipcussion

,Some school principal17, and a few classroom teachers made this 'reSponse.

No board members or cimtral office nersonnel mentioned it.

[1?,j Minor, project-sneCifi problems such as:

,(a) difficui experienced by new teachers entering a locally
generat d pre2)cct

2 7
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(b) resistance of some teachers to new programs [Low]

c) loss of student time in other areas when receiving
remediation [Low]

Irkv

(d) stigma felt by students receiving remediation [Low]

(e) jealousies and uncharacteristic behavior of some students [T,ow]

(f) staff jealousies of apparent light load of remedial teachers [Low]

(g) tendency for teachers to "off-load6 problem students onto
remedialperr,onnel [Low]

(h) established precedent of released time for teachers to
attend workshops [Low]

(i) resentment by teacher:: because of additional paperwork in-
volved [Low]

(j) skepticism about the value 2f central office experts [Low]

(k) frustration produced through limitations imposed 'oy EOF
'program guideline about expenditures for materials [Lob]

Discussion

The only notable exention to the pattern of Low frequencies of these

response types was with respect to 1 (d)I(stigMa effect) where 33% of project

teachers in rural arcai mohtjone:d Lh; as a problem.

[14] T.le prolifration f sperpi%1 faa:I programs such as EOF each with its own
criteria and guidelines n'ts cau:;ed increased demands on administrative--,_
time and energy. With respect to EOF:

) the output was worth it
[Lou)]

(b) the output was not worth it [Low]

.(c) the demand was only in the initial stages [Low]

Discussion

Although the frequency of response lh (a) was only 29% for the whole sample,

28



there was a higher frequency 'of response for some,key subgroups.:

School board members 41%

Rural central office 67.

Rural.principals. 469

Urban prinCipals 50%

Rural c:iassroom teachers 61%

Total rural sample 37%

'Response 14 (c) was mentioned by 43% of urban board members, 38% of

ruralcentral office people and. 32% of rural school principals. Response type
1.4 (b) wls mentioned by no board members and by only 5% and 2% of central

office and school principals respectiVely.

Conclusions

Li]

23

THERE IS FAIRLY STRONG EVIDENCE TO SUGGEST THAT EOP HAS PRODUCED THE
FOLLOWING BY-PRODUCTS:

(a) growth of knowledge and transferable skills of teachers.

(b) parental insights 7:nto the problems of educating elementary children..

(c) board member support for projects which would otherwise have not
been rupported.

(d) increased communication among professionals.

(e) improved rtjr ana student attitudes.

(f) positive (ommunity maction.

(g) adMintratve demands were worththe effort.in view of the output.

.(h) apparent r7tgma effect for some rural pupils.

2 9



[2] TkERE IS TENTATIVE SUPPORT FOR.A CONCLUSION THAT ROP HAD THE FOLLOWING
-BY-PRODUCTS:

(a) increased professional growth of teachers.

.(b) increased teacher sensitivity to alternatives.

(c) increased teacher ability to identify individual student needs.

(d) increased evaluative skills of school district personnel.

(e) stimulated local curriculum development activities.

3 0



Chapter IV

Achievement of Intended Objectives of Individual Projects

One of the most difficult problems to bedealt with during the design.of this

evaluation was caused by the sheer scope of the program. There Were approximately

500 individual projects in operation during 19711-75 representing_many different sub-,

ject areas and irlvolving large numberS--ofprofessionals and pupils. A thorough

evaluaiion of any one of the 500 projects would have required a full scale design

and the 'work of a fully staffed eValuation team. Such an approach was not at all

feasible,given the time-line for the evaluation as well'as the limits in availability
.

of, human resources for evaluation. Therefore, a deliberate decision was made to

limit the evaluation to a sample of projects which, it could be argued, would repre-

sent thetotal list of projects althbugh not selected in a particularly rigorous way.

That sample of projects is described in the tables included in Chapter I of this

report. Cur site visits andinterviews enabled us to produce some "surface!'

anawers to this question. In no way did we purport to carry out thorough evalua-

tionS rather, we relied on the opinions of knowledgeable people and on our own

judgments as to evidence for or against the success of projects. As a passing com-
.

ment, one can suggest that there exists in Alberta a strong need for increasing the

availability .of evaluation skills. More will be said ot this in later chapters of

the report; for the moment, the comment is made as part of the background to this

particular set of findinu,.

. Responses

tl] Confident "Yes" with'zitrong evidence.

Discuasion

[Medium]

-

Response frequencies, except for board members, were Medium or High for all

categories of respondents. ot rurprising was the fact.that project teachers in

rural (67%) and urban (58%) schools were confident that the projects had been

3 1
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(No'
successful. Parents (475). regular teachers (35%), principals (42%) and central

office people (37%) were also positive in their 'assessments. The evidence here

was quite clearly in support of the effectiveness of the sample of projects

examined by the research team.

[2: Confident "Yes" with questionable evidence. '[Low]

Discussion

Only-the parent group made this response frequently. This-Was particularly

so in rural areas where 50% of the parents made a positive statement..% The, es-

sential difference between this response and response type [1] above is that the

persons interviewed were not able to satisfy the research team that good evidence

was availatie in this second case.

In general, these responses add support to the positive finding reported
,

under [1] above.

[ ] Confident "Yes" with little or no evidence. [Low]

Discussion

Again, the research team was not satisfied, in, this oase, that adequate
,,

evidence had.been offered to support any positive commentS.

[4] Cautious "Yes" with admitted (or obviously to research team) limited
evidence. [Low]

Discussion

Rural board members:(30%) made this comment fairly often.

. . ---.
[5] (a) '..Yes7 with Unstated limitations [Low]

(b) "YeS" but limited;,all aims not achieved Q.
''' [Low]

(c) "Yes" hilt limited; not all students benefitting [Low]

3 2
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[ ] (d) "Yes" but limited; aims not achieved- [Low]
(e) "Yes" but in a limited iway because not all teachers are

cooperating in the program [LoWT
(f) '4Yes" but lack of money is restricting fullest possible

achievement of objectives [Low]

L'r,Y !YeS" however greatest results liMited to theloWer grades [Low]

(h)\ "Yes" but not all projects are achieving their objectives [Low]

.(i) \"Yes" but limited by inefficient organization and/or
\administration at the local leVel [Low]
\ ,

(j) 1,,Tes"-but limited by staff turnover [LOw]. k .

\

Discussion

\

Taken together, these 10 response types are positive support for he

effectivenessof the projects--modifie e. by certain cOnstraints in the situa7
tion. Project, teachers, particularly in rural.areas (67%) frequently made a

'.!esponse'similar to,5 '(f), i.e. 'lack ofmoney is restricting An achievement."
;

[6] Not 'familiar eneit;i with projects to respond. [Low]

Dispussion

.,Verv few people made this comment. It may be inferred, therefOre, that

in the light of the Generally positive assessment reported earlier in this

chapter,: peOple are able to make a- decision about effectiveness of-projects

even though thpy have been operating for only a relativelY.short time.

Conclusions

[1) INDIVIDUAL PROJECTS SUPPORTED BY EOF GRANTS ARE .SEEN AS GENERALLY
SUCCESSFUL.

[2] THERE IS S00E-DIVERSITY N.THE AMOUNT AND QUALITY OF EVALUATIVE
EVIDENCE, AVAILAOLE TO SUPPORT THE:VIEW THAT THE PROJECTS ARE-

[3] THERE WERE NO NEGATIVE RESPONSES TO THIS QUESTION (i.e. PROJECT,
SUCCESS?) FROM ANY OF THE PEOPLE INTERVIEWED..

3 3
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Chabter V

Effects on AdMinistratiVe and dther SchoOl District Factors
o

Thejourth general'question contained in the terms of reference for the
-

study was,intended td enable,respondents tp talk about fiscal, administrative,

andother effects at the.school.district j;evel. In somerespects this question:

overlaps with the question abdut by-produCts of. EOF [ChaPter ip]:. However, it:

seemed worthwhile:to. enable the people in our saMple to offer Comments about

"adininistrative". as,well as "educational" side-;effects.

Responses

[1] 'Disproportionate usd of administrative time in dealing with
"red tape". (Neglect of other administrativeduties). [Low]

: Discussion

Although theover-all frequency of this type of response was LoW, some

details meri't repertirw here:

Rural board members 60%

Urban board members 43%

Rural central otTfice
,a-A 52%

..:)

Urban central office 50%
:

Rural,principals, 41% ;

,

Urban.principals 36%

Administrators and board members clearly saw problems in this regard.. An,ex-

amination across zones of th': proldnce showed that people in Zones 1 and );

made this: .;omment mdiF frequently than people in the other four zones. It can

be concluded that local administrutive time had to be Used to obtain and

manage the Tunds.

3 4
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[2] Difficulties produced in staffing EOF projects. (Staffing
preSstre was/increased by delayS in approving projeCts.and
also:by an apparent shortage of%some types of Specialists).

Discussion

[Low]

Coupled with the belief that there was an oversupply of teachers

in Alberta at about the time that EOF projects commenced, this finding

is not surprising.- One would want to obtain additional data, howeVer, be-

fore concluding that specialists were indeed available in sufficient
. numbers even given-,the tow frequency (30%) of this response.

,[3] IncreaSe in administi-ative load through:

(a) short lead time-
, [Low]

(b) changes requested.in proposals [Low]

.
(c) increase in staffing pressure [Low]

otheradministrative staff being partly relieved of
:regular duties to dcal.with [Low]

(e) need to clarify. roles because of additional people
in schools (paraprofessionals, volunteers, etc.) [Low]

Discussion

Rural central office personriel (86%):frequently made a response

--similar tc 3 (c). This was particulary the case in Zone 1 where 3.00% of

the people interviewed (central office and school board members)made this

cOmment. In general, however, the frequency of comments of thie types out-
;lined aboveyas low.' Those who made the comments were amphatic in their

statements;. but their numbers are low.-

[4] (a) Anxiety and pressure produced by delays in approval

(b) Anxiety and pressure produced by uncertainty about future
of program

3 5
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Discussion

Urban central office personnel (35%) mentionedresponse 4 (b) fairly

frequently. In Zone 4, 43% of the urban 'subjects mentioned respons 4 (a).

Both pf.these responses sUggest some anxiety and concern regarding admini-

strative effeets; but no extensive concerns. wereevident.

(a) Frustrations produced\by non-field-tested guidelines for
EOF [Low]

(b) Frustrations produced by riviality" of changes requested
.

in Proposals [Low] -

[Low](c) Frustrations'produced by evaluatien efforts

0) Frustrations produced by lack of communication about what
is going on elsewhere [Low]

[Low](e) Short lead time made for fragmented prograMs

(f) Frustrations produced by limited time madeavailable to
teachers to prepare for new programs [LoW]

i(g) FruStrations produced throuch inability to re-allocate funds [Low]

DiscuSsion

An examination or th qetaild FLnalysicof this set of responses showed

that the'frequency of rc,?.;ponse '.,enerally low ucrosS aT1 subgToups with one

exception. Response 5 (a) ("non-tcoted guideiines") was mentioned fairly fre-

quently by rural (38%) and urban (40%) central office.personnel.

7

[6] Generation of local suspicion of the motives of the government:

(a) Attempt to gain partial Control of losal fUnds

(b) Attempt to initiate special projects (then pulling out)
leaving local areas to "pick up the tab"

(c) Some resentMent that a bureaucracy of non-functional
consultants is-being created

36

[Low]

[Low]

[Low]
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.7Discussion

In general, these responses were made byonly a few of the people inter-

viewed. There seemed to be no widespread suspicion of the motives of govern-

ment in launching the EOF program.

[71 Produced minor administrative difficulties (e.g. timetabling,
etc.): [Low]

Discussion

This response was made by a few principals, project teachers and central

office people; bdt no widespread. reaction was apparent.

[8] Skill inLthe art of grantsmanship was developed in school dis-
tricts.

Di:;cussion

[Low]

A few board members and central office personnel mentioned this as an

outcome of the EOF progt,am.' Otherwise, this response wds not often Made.

[9]- 'EOF 3-year projects militate against.long-range planning in school
districts. [Low]

Discussion

A few-people in each category of respondents made this type 'of com-

ment; but there was no general reaction to this effect.

,[10] EOF stimulated more positive use of specialist cOnsultant's time. [LoW]



Discussion

Central office personnel and principals were the Only respondents

to make this type of remark.

[11] Pressure to ge 20F money has caused a "casting-around" for pro-.,
jects at the

(a) school level [Low]

(b) district level [Low]

biscussion

A small number of principals Offered response 11 (a) while a number

of board members (rural members 30%) and central office people mentioned

11 (b). One can infer that this effect was not perceived to be widespread.

Primary needs were not attended to in "top down" model of
proposal developm,2nt.

[Loid]

Discussion

A few central c,l'fic,f 1:eop1e and scho1 principals made this comment.

[13] Administrative ecimmlinications have teen improved by EOF. [Low]

Discussion

Rural 'project teachers (33) were the only groupto mention this re

sponse fairly frequc.ntlY.

[14] (a) EOF programs are becoming increasingly more expensive for
local districts to ran. Anxieties are produced because
of difficulties in detemining costs each year.

3 8
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. [14] (b) EOF has involved parents ltmeh more in budget decisions.,

Discussion

No parents made response 14 (b). Some board members (rural members

30%) and central office personnel :made response 14 (a).

[Low]

[15] Difficulties in dealing with the inflation factor were experienced-
EOF.funds do not adequately cover this problem.- Consequently,
some programs are threatened. Projects using paper materials ex-
perience problems because (,f rapidly increasing costs of paper.
Smaller rural districts exPressed difficulty in financial planning. [Low] r

Discussion

Rural project teachers (58%) made this type of response fairly often.

Over-all, this comment was made by 12% of the total sample. There,was, in
other words, some isolated concern for inflation.

[16] Difficulties with accounting were experienced. (e.g. ] financial
years per project overlaid On to conventional fiscal year).

Disussion

A few central office people, principals and teachers mentioned this as

an effect of EOF. But no strong reaction. was evident.

[17] EOF has involved more people in educational decision-making
(decentralization). [Low]

Discussion.

A few principals and classroom teachers Made this comment. jo parents

or board members referred to thiS by-product. tt Should be noted-that this
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and'other .comments described in this chapter may overl4p somewhat wi* re-

sponses obtained:to our general research question.number two.

ConclusionS

[1] FOR SOME SUB-GROUPS, .PARTICULARLY BOARD MEMBERS AND ADMINISTRATORS,
THERE WAS A DISPROPORTIONATE AMOUNT OF-ADMINISTRATIVE TIME USED-
BY EOF ACTIVITIES.

STAFFING OF PROJECTS WAS.NOT PERCEIVED TO BE .A DIFFICULTY.

[31 RURAL CENTRAL OFFICE PERSONNEL REPORTED AN INCREASE IN ADMINI-
STRATIVE WORK LOAD.

[4] SOME ANXIETY AND CONCERN OVER ADMINISTRATIVE SIDE-EFFECTS WAS EVI-
DENT.

[5] CENTRAL OFFICE PEOPLE HAD SOME CONCERN ABOUT THE GUIDELINES FOR
EOF:

[6] THERE WAS NO SUSPI-CION OF HIDDEN MOTIVES ON THE PART. OF GOVERNMENT.

[il RURAL PROJECT'TEACHERS WERE CONCERNED ABOUT INFLATION IN:COSTS,
PARTICULARLY OF PAPER MATEPIALS.
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Chapter Vi

Project Funding as Compared with Formula Financing

The question of special earmarked funding versus "traditional." financial

grant formulas is &difficult one to deal with in any absolute terms. About

all that one could expect to do in a study of this type was to obtain the.opin-

ions of people who had been involved, in some way, with EOF. There are advaii-

tages and disadvantages associated with earmarked t'unding when it is examined

from a theoretical point of view. In a given practical cathe, one May have to

place heavy reliance'on the opinion of participants in fundeg programs. If a

participatory model of edlIcational planning ip seen as important, then evidence

of the sort presented in this chapter can be very significant.

Responses

11] Project funding is preferred because funds are protected from manipula-
tion (e.g. local budget shifts, A.T.A. negotiationa, etc.). [Medium]

Discussion

A detailed breakdown of results across categories shows:

Rural board members 40t

Urban board members 43%

Rural central office 52%

Urban oentra/ office 35%

Rural principals 55%

Rural classroom tioachers 442

Rural project teachers 67%

Across.all zones of the province (except Zone 5) the totals showed a

medium response frequency of this type. Clearly, the notion of Protecting

the funds was supported by many of the persons interviewed-

4 1
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12] Some of the stimulating effec-Ls Of special funding include: sharpening

of educational perspectives, encouraging creativity in teachers, en-
couraging experimentation, obtainim, commitment from teachers, en-
couraging board to increase attention to special needs of district
pupiZs. [Low]

Discussion

Only in Zone #1 was there a hoderately frequent occurrence of this re-

sponse Again, one should note that the low frequencies do not at all imply

d negative view; but rather, the,absence of a strong, positive view.

[3] EOF has made possible projects that otherwise would never have received
board approval. [Lfv]

Discussion

Although the frequency of this an..i paxticular responses is Zow,

one must look at the composite picture i )rde2 to make a judgment.

fh] Funding by proposals (in a "graos mioto" model ' has allowed schools to

determine and deal with educational problems t the local level. [Low]

Di-r:ussion

This comment wa:: m.Ide by parents and principals in particular.

H] Department of Educat:on criteria for assessing educational need are more
objective; therefore, projects are likely tc be more wisely funded than
if decision-making c:crurred at the local level. [Low]

Discussion

nn.ly scattered ,omments of thit: type were made. Interestingly enough,

some school board and central offiCe personnel did make .11is type of response.
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[6] Pranosal funding represents a "bonus" of readily accesaible funds other-
wise unavailable through the foundation program. [Low]

DisCussion

Some principals, regular classroom teachers, project teachers and
parents made this response. No board members or central office people
mentioned it.

[7] Formula funding is superior to proposal funding because:

(a) Tt eliminate!". time consuming and costly "red tape" problems [Low]

(b) It allows autonomy and flexibility [Low]

(c) Criteria for assessing need are more appropriate at dis-
trict level

[LoW]

Discussion

Some of the detaild breakdown of responses may be worth looking at
. even though the over-all response rate was low.

7 (a) School board members 12%
Central office 17%
Project teachers 9.

(b) Rural board members 40%
Central office 10%
Classroom teachers 0%

7 (c) Board members 6%
Central office 7%
Project teachers 11%

\

These response types are reT)rcentative of the fairly small number which

favored fDrmu_L4 n.inci i , nroject fundini;-.
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[8] EOF funds only get to schools or districts with expertise in proposal
writing.

. [Low]

Discussion

Only 3% of the total sample" made this'type of comment.

[91 It doesn't matter which scheme for funding is used--the rules for
funding should be such that needs are met and that it doesnt cost
a great deal of money to get the funds. [Low]

Discussion

This infrequent comment is similar in tone to some of those made in

response to the question about administrative side-effects.

Conclusions

[1] PROJECT FUNDING PROTECTS PROGRAMS FROM MANIPULATION OF BUDGETS
ADMINISTRATION AND/OR SCHOOL BOARDS.
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Chapter VII

Recommended Changes in Programs

Any evaluation of a relatively new program should'attend to the question
, -
of program improvement The literature on educational evaluation contains many

.references to the term "formative eVaivation". This is the use of evaluative

data to,providc a basis for improving programs as opposed to making decisions

about termination or continuation.

In tis study, the sixth general question was used to elicit suggestions

for improvement'. All of the recommended changes are worthy of note even though

the percentage Of responses was Icip in many cases.

Responses

[1] Reduce red tape.

Diocussi.on

[Low]

An examinatin nf the catcgories of respondents hews:

Rural board memberr:, 50%

Urban board members

Rural central office 33%

Urban central office 40%

Rural principals 32%

Urban principals 369

It can be concluded that a "gignifIcant" number of people at the administrative

level in school districts felt that "red tape" was a problem in some general way.

[2] Increase flexibility, yf,t rptain earmarking: [Low]

Discussion

All urban board members and 51% of central office personnel made this

4 5
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type of remark, In some ways, this response type is related to the question

dealt with in the previous chapter on project versus formula funding.

,[3] Plan for a More realistic inflation factor.

-Discussion

Very few people made this type of comment. Vhat :Tom i?ealistie
would be was not forthcoming from the people who did comMent in this way.

[LOi )]

[4] Expand the program, i.e, increase the amount=of money available to
elementary schools.

[Low]

Discussion

Urban classroom teachers (385), and rural project teachers (335) made

this comment moderate]y frequently. How much money would be sufficient to

satisfy the .need they expressed,is difficult or impossible to say.

[5] Facilitate the flow of money to schools by

(a) revising approwil Tirocedures such -:Alat receipt of money is not
contingent upon possessiOn expertise in proposal writing [tow]

) providinr; 4 "rov?..n,7" proposal writer or jncrease liaison
with, and a(Iministr%tive assistance,from the regional offices [Low]

(c) providiniT in-service work in proposal writing, evaluation,
ard curriculum buildinr [Law]

(d) providing a more stru'tur1 format for proposals [Low]

(e) eliminating triviality ')f proposal chances requested [Low]

(f) prOvidinF more information on how to get funding

(g) providing money more often than twice a year [Low]

(h) ilaving a lo.1 [OF -()%!Lct person to cleP.1 wf,th
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J".scussion

' TherespOnses outlined above were, in the main, from board members, central

office people, and principals. They amount to a simulation Of small points to

which various participants addressed their attention. How serious in an absOlute

sense the perceived 'problems are i§ a matter of conjecture at this time.

[6] Clarify the guidelines by

(a) defining the nature of the.administrative model to be used [Low]

(b) Specifying a decentralized model [Low]

(c) providing more clearly defined criteria [Low]

Discussion

Again, the response. frequencies were Low; but the intent of the responses

was to provide government with advice that might be used to improve this or

similar programs.

[7]. (a) Relax guidelines with respect to materials [Low]

(b) Relax guidelines with respect to travel monies [Low]

Discussion

Only a few people mado these two types of tesponse.

1F,1' (4) Fliminate red tapc 17y building EOF grants into existing founda-
tion fund [Low]

(b) Establish a seplrate fund for continuance of on-going programs
and ,another for new programs

Discussion

[Low]

f;o7pon5,-, overlappec, with our prior question regarding

4 7



formula versus project funding. Some board members, central office people and
project teachers made this kind of statement.

[9] Increaselead time in future programs. [Lao]

Discussion

While the frequency of mention of this notion was Low, those who'said
it did so with a good deal of emphasis.

[10] Remove necessity for school board to approve projects.

Discussion

[Low]

No board:members; but a few central office personnel and prinCipals
made this comment. It relates, in different ways, to the question of local

autonomy versus central, i.e. provincial, control.

[11] Provide money for administrative costs. [Lo6]

Discussion

In an earlier chapter, it was indicated that some respondents saw in-
creased administrative costs as an effect of- the program. However, only a
small number of-people focUssed on this tyPe of recommendation when they

were asked to suggest changes in the program. It may be inferred that,

having stated the problem to our research team, they felt that enough had
been said to provide a basis for change.

[12] Improve the quality of

(F) External evouatiou
[Low]

(b) Internal evaluation [ Low]

Discussion

It was somewhat surprising, given the fact that our research team was

4 8
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itself identified with an evaluation project, that a small percentage of people
mentioned\this area of possible improvement.

\\

(13] Ensure\consistency of administrative action by leaving the final
decision about project approval to a single individual, 1 w]

Discussion

\\

All responses of this type .came from central office people. It may
reflect a fairly simplistic view about efficiency of decision-making.

\

(14] (a) Have an o al presentation as well as a written proposal [Low]

(b) .Have the provincial agency act as an arbitrator if a
school boaM turns down a project which the school thinks
is worthwhile

[Low]

.piscussion

A few school principals made these types of response. Nevertheless,
the procedures implied by these comMents should be looked at as possible
features of this or similar programs. Certainly,'rPsponse 14 (b) is weighted

somewhat against local control if "local" means school district; but in favor
of local control if "local" means school..

Conclusions

ril THE GOVERNMENT SHOULD CONSIDER THE IMPLICATIONS OF MAKING THE FOLLOWING
CHANGES !NI EOF PROCEDURES:

(a) reduce "red tape".

(b) increase f7rTfi,Lit:q.

Cc) increase the xrrnAnt of money per pupil.

(d) 'provide assistance in proposal Writing.

(e) increase lead t-ime for similar programs in the future.

4 9



Chapter VIII

EOF (Compensatory)

Although the implementation ot.,EOF (Compensatory) was still in its early
, stages, the Department of Education wanted to begin to explore its effective-

ness. Our research team found that many of the people interviewed felt that

-they knew too little about the Compensatory program and that they would prefer

not to comment at all. HoweVer, there were some respondents who, in the judg-
ment of our team, Were knowledgeable about the Compensatory program and whose

opinions were recorded. In this chapter, the percentages of responses are based

on the number of people who hdd knowledge 'of EOF (Compensatory) rather than on

the total sample of respondents. This has the effect of higjaightAng the cm-,
ments which were made relatively frequently and seems to he justified because

of the relative lack of knowledge about the Compensatory component of EOF

Et.2291..L_Ises

[1] (a) Too early to tell

(b) Successful but restricted in the sense that not enough
children with real need qualify for help

Discussion

An examination of the details of responses of the 1 (b) type shows

Rural board memben; 50%

Cer.;_rdi office personnel 31%

Urban principals 100%

Rural classroom teachers 50%

Urban classroom teachers 100%

[Low]

[Low]

There was, clearly, concern about the effectiveness of the program in delivering

services to children with needs.
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[2] .Program has improved students'

(a) self-image [Low]

'(b) motivation [Low]

(c) breadth of experience [Low]

Discussion

No evidence seens to be available yet to enable respondents tO com-

ment about the specific effects of Compensatory programs. Given .their state

of implementation, this is not surprising.

[3] (a) Red tape is too restrictiVe. That is, many eldgible students
are denied netessary help because district personnel have
difficulty constructing a satisfactory proposal or because of
the restrictive nature of the guidelines [High]

(b) The "geographic" guideline is inadequate and/or unrealistic [Medium]

(c) The guidelines'are unclear or inappropriate and should be
re-examined [Medium]

Discussion

The comments cited above provide a fairly firm bnsis for the conclusion

that the ;-uidelines for Compensatory, programs should be caref,aly re-examined
P1.y the Department with the view of streamlining them as much as possiLble.

11) (a) An undesirable "labong" effect accompanie!:. Cumpensatury monies.
Associated with thiLJ is the politically seiiitive requirement of
pr3vin=.7., an area to be "dicadvantaged" in order to qualify for
assistance [Low]

;hi Unnecessar:r du:dHation of effort throurh cAthering data which
are already Tv:Ail_able from accessible sources [Low]

Discussion

Urha.n (5on and classroom teachers (335) made

I; (a) moderul_el:r i'requently. The few people who made response.type
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4 (b) were-highly emphatic.

[5] Time is lost because of red tape.

Discussion

Classroom teachers (67%) were concerned about this matter. Again,

-it relates to some of our other findings about administrative costs.

[6] Jealousies are produced because of friction between eligible and
ineligible districts.

[Low]

.[Low]

Discussion

Urban school principals (33%) referred to this political patter.

[7] There are some difficulties in staffing. CompenSatory programs. [LoW]

Discussion

The frequency of this type of comment is as low as the frequency of a

similar comment about staffing the Elementury component of EOF.

Conclusions

[1] EOF [COMPENSATORY] IS AT AN EARLY STAGE OF IMPLEMENTATION AND EVALUA-
TION MUST BE QUITE TENTATIvE.

[2] THE GUIDELINES SHOULD BE RE-EXAMINED BY THE DEPARTMENT.
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Chapter IX

Need for Project Funding for SecondarY Schools

In addition to the evaluation of the EOF program, the Departmen-of Educa-

tion asked for a-needs assessment regarding a possible extension of project,

funding into secondary schools. There was, indeed, a fair measure of support for

the :idea of introducing a secondary component provided always that elementary

schools would continue to enjoy the special support provided by the existing

grants. In other words, people whom we interviewed felt that,EOF had partially

offset the "disadvantages" suffered by elementary schools because,of patterns

of prices and school district budgets, which were perceived to favor secondary

schools People.in.our sample were worried that an EOF (Secondary) component

might simply restore the perceived imbalance. However, as long as the elementary

components would not suffer, there was no "dog in the'manger" attitude evident.

Responses

[1] (a) Yes [Low]

(b) Yes; but if there is a choice as to where the additional funds
should go it shuuld be to e7emehtary. That is, money spent,
here may reduce the present need at the secondary level. [Lcw]

(c) Yes, although there is greater payoff from money spent on
elementary schooling. [Low]

Discussion

Principals (32), rural classroom teachers (35%), and project teachers (31%)

made response type 1 (b) moderately frequently. While the response frequencies

were low, they were clearly favorable.

(a) Yes, particularly at the junior high level. [Low]

). Yes, for alternatives to existing programs. [Low]
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[2] (c) Yes, theup:11 timetabling problems at the secondary level may
limit thc :flexibility of programs. [LoW]

Discussion

Urban board membr:,. (575) and rural project teachers (33%) made the

responSe-2 (a) fairly oCten.

I3j, (a) Exti.a money is needed at br!th elementary .and secondary/
levels.

(b) The regular T'ula funding should be equalized first.

Discussion

[Low]

[Low]

Response "=, (b) :t.oests that People assume that the grants structure

diCtates budet:n t.n c-xperriitures in school districts. Perhaps admini-
-%.

strators and 'board '..louad be reminded that the weighting of per

pupil grants d-jc.:_3 nt :1m1"; in i Sti weighting of budgetary exioenditures

in f[ivnr

{ I;
: l'rom f he el ementary fnnds . [Low]

but

DiscussirJn

: f vfi. tn. others reported in t.h:'.s charnter;

-c-ner%1 ri:cpense

nn,r.c.lsg at the elementary level,

:t is nec.ive of-

7:: th- second;,,Lry
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[6] (a) Yes, the needs are probably greater at the secondary level--
although cLfferent. [La

(b) Yes, although the focus would be different.

Discussion

These two respimse types simply indicate the need to provide a

different focus should a secondary component be. established.

[Lo

[7] (a) No, the money'should go only -o elementary. ILo

(b) No. [Lo

Discussion

Only 7% of those interviewed made an absolutely negative comment abou

,olea of extending specdal funding to the secondary schools.

(nnclusions

[1] THE GOVERNMENT SHOULD SERIOUSLY CONSIDER EXTENDING ZOF INTO THE
SU:ONDARY SCHOOLS.

[2] IF A SECONDARY COMPONENT IS ESTABLISHED, IT SHOULD FOCUS SOME-
WHAT ON THE CONTINUANCE OF REMEDAL PROGRAMS AS WELL AS ON
UNIQUELY SECO!ZARY SCHOOL PROGRAM AREAS



Chapter X

Analysis of EOF Documents

Besides the interviews and site visits, the evaluation design called for

an analysis of"-a Fample of document obtainedlfrom EOF files in the Department

of Education. This analysialwas Undertaken in order to -cross-check the informa-

tion obtained from the other phases of the stUdy and, also, to provide some

additional information. In this chapter, the sample of projects on which the

document,analysis was Conducted, will be provided. The scheme for analysis is

provided in Appendix B of this report; but the format for reporting the data

in this chapter will embody a fairly complete outline of the framework which

was used.

Description of Sample for Document Analysis

1. All projects which had been selected for the interviews and site

visits (i7) (see Chapter I for details of sample) where the criteria, had been:

(a). Distriitution by zone (approximately proportional)

- urban and rural proportions
- public and separate
- categories of subject area

(b) Size of grant made available
- all -f the Most expensive projects
- tne leas t. expensive projects

- a somewhat representative selection from cacegories within
the middle range

(c) All of the projects highlf-ghted in the EOF newsletter

2. An additional 31 projects, usingthe same criteria as'in 1.(above),

plus seve:-al projects which- had been mentioned by pe%:,ple during the interviews.

These had been perceived to be exciting and successful or to have failed for

some reason (n=1).

5 6
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The Format for Analysis

In Appendix 8, a copy of the form which was used by the research team is

provided. This format was used on,the total sample of 78 EOF project files.

It, as will become evident in the followieg sections of this chapter, includes

straightforward information about the availabilityand conten-cof dat1=, Ji the

files; but also includes, in some cases, an evaluative judgment as to th.,

quality of content.

The headin7i and numbers used in reporting the data in the main body of

this chapter are those provided on the document entitled "Analysis of Project

Documents." (Appendix B).

The data will be reported under each heading and then the discugsion of

the findings and conclusions-will be provided..

I. Criteria Associated with the Proposal

1. Funding ZeveZ and level ofprc...ect imrlementation in sample of 78
projects.

Level Distrit (36)

of School ()1)

Implemen- Classroom( 2)

tation
79*

Funding Level ($)

- ,000
1,000-
5,000

5,000-
10,000

10,000-
25,000

25,000-,

100,000
100,000-
200,000

200,000
+

0 0 2 3 18 9

8 12 12 8

3 8 14 15 26 9 4

* - One project had dual emphasis hence n = 79 instead of 78
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Funding'emphasis.

Major Emphasis

Minor Em

b c d e f E_____

1314 10 23 26 28 3

12 o 9 2 7 1 1

26 10 32 28 35 4 14

Code: (a) in-service education of teachers
(b) additional classroom teachers
(c) non-clerical aides to support teachers
(d) specialist services related to classroom teacher
(e) materials for classroom,teacher

administrative/coordinating/pianning services
(g) other

Frequency 6f number of different purposes cited in proposal documents

No.

of

Purposes

No. of.
Projectt

1

3

31

26

18

3

Discussion

1. Many projects (h17 out of 78) emphasized more than one object of ex-

penditure for the realization of objectives.

2. Only categories "b" and "f" above constitut expenditures which

might be challenged under the original EOF guidelines; some potential for

abuse of funds occurs ander "c" above (See I-8c and possibly II-3c for use

of aides as clerical personnel or perhaps other abuse).

3. The general impression is that budget submissions tended to reflect

the guidelines established for EOF.
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3. Rationale for program

Present 76
Absent
Clear 66
Ambiguous 10

Discussion

53

The progra:a rationale was alMost always present and was clear in a
substantial majorit, of cases.

4. Objectives for program

[Stated 7
-[Unstated 1

[General
(L3pecific

[Vague
[Clear

Discussion

37 ] Many projects had both general
55 ] and specific objectives

10
68

The statements of program objectives were generally clear and were
present in all but one of the cases examined.

5 Description of program (Consistent with objectives)

Yes

No

Debatable

Discussion

Usually this material was requesLed by EOF office wheyi it gave condi-
tional approval or asked for more information (e.g. activities planned,
nature of role of etc.). The projects were quite adequate on this
eriterin.
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6. (a) Program budget

Yes 7/4

No -

Debatable
[Probably Missing,from files since EOF office was
generally strict about budget description]

(b) Budget for evaluation

Total Project Budgets

10,000

10,000 25,000

25,000 50,000
50,000 - 100,000

100,000 - 200,000

200,000 +

Discussion

514

,

% of Propo,qal Budget for Evaluation

0 04:X4-51 1.61=2 24(X55 )(%5

20

10 4'
0 i

5 1 2
.3
3

,

6 0 2 '' 4 0 '

3 2 2 1 ' 0

1 3 0 0 0

45 . 10 6 13 4

, 24

3,8

12

8

3

1. The total budet pf the 7r2) projects surveyed was $4,686,500.00. Total

proposed for evaluation in budget submissions was $39,360.00. This-represents

less than 1% of,the total budget requests.

2. Well over half of the project's showed no budgeted expenditures for

evaluation.,

3. Over two-thirds of the projects budgeted less than 1% of their

budgets for evaluation.

4. Only a handful of projects'bUdgeted for evaluation costs of Over

$2,000.00. NOTE: It may be that evaluation costs were borne locally,
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Evidence prol:ided

(a) Parent Support

Yes -46

No 32

(b) Teacher Support

Yes 57

No 22

(c) (:(xmnunity Support

32
No )4.6

55

Mechanisms for Parent Support

Parent-siAff committ2e (4]
Parent steering committee [3]
Home and\School Association [5]
Parent surveys (10]
Letters of support [3]
Publeic.meetings [21
Parent7teacher interviews [4]

Solicited parental involvement
in program (Aides, etc.), [8]

Post facto support (project
existed before OF) [6]

Parent identified program
activities (1]

Mechanisms for Teacher Support

Parent-staff committee [4]
Planning and development of

program
. (21)

Teacher identified problems [5]
Staff meetings [7]
Teacher surveys [6]
Task Force (1)
Post facto [1].
Consulted by administration [3]

6 1



56

Mechanisms fdr Community Support

County school committees [1]
Inclusion in school committee [1]
Community meetings- [2]

Individual volunteers [3,1

Public and private agencies and
organizations (including Univ./
Colleges 5, YMCA, RCMP, ATA, AGT)

[1.3]

N.B. (i) Usually no.evicience was provided of Survey results. 'In addition,

whaa parents or the.community are cited as,having.participated formally or

informally, the scope of suppJrt isnot clear; e.g. one r two parents may

he 'counted. as support. ;ince EOF ruidelines did specify description of such

support, the results n1 'e may be Over-estimating actual support.

(ii) The evidence alSo suggests that schools and districts may have

interpreted the noticn of ":%ipport" :ts involvement, in the program during imple-

mentation (e.g. pare.Its or .C6mmunity members.as aides, volunteers or resource

persons) rather than as. 'nvolvement dtiring development of the proposals,

(iii) In one or instances, evidence was provided of student involve-

ment in program planning. Th::s w.Ls mc::t in an cu-.door education Tiro-

ject where some half-dozen student committees were set up.to plan for the

trips,

Discussion

The level c,f parent anu/or community sup-port is nct as strbrig as might

have been expectedgiven the EO uidl Lnes. However, there, were numerous

rather interesting mer:hanisms t'er developing contacts between the school and

its environment.
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5,7

8: Firct draft of proposal rec(?ivcd:

(a) ApProva1
Conditional approval
+tore information re-

quired

(b) Where conditional or more information required,
follow-up is:

Documented (50)
Undocumented

( 8)

(c) Critoria relaXed

Yes (15)
No

. (6o)
Ambiguous ( 2)

Discussion .

The'correspondence between school/district and EOF office clearly indi-

cated a strong concern on the:part of.EOF to-ensure adherence to the guide-

lines among all pr'ojects. Where criteria were relaxed, the action was taken

, Only after considerable deliberation by EOF.as justifiable under the circum-

stances. Some types of criteria-relaxation were:.

money proyided for food supplieL.- owing to povertY of the community

emphathisnot on direct c?assroom delivery [2]

small ambunts allocatbd to-secretarial/clerical assistance [4]

- supplies and equipment exceeded 50% of budget 13]

'money allowed for administrative/coordinative serviees [1]

In general, the aPplication of criteria Was well-handled EOF office.

'9. Appeals

This prowd IJe a useless categorization. No data are re-
ported.
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. chi 1ut t i.;)n (fr.11,[in ,vmponen t:; p ropo:;od

Frequency with which a specif c component appeared

-abcde-fgNone Mixed
50 )47 36 48 .15 32 23. 6 1

Code- (a) academic achievement

1)) student attitude/opinion survey

(c) pre-post

(d) teacher attitude/opinion survey-

(e) administrator attitude/opinion survey

(f) parent attitude/opinion survey

(p;) other

No. of Components

1\1c of Preposals

'Discussion .

Frecruenc o- the number of com nent er pro pooa

I; r

)i 16 12 19 14

a. At least b, ?, d, f,

appeared frequently in the project proposals.

different evaluation components

58

2,
. The average number of components appearing in the proposals was 3.5,

indicating an intention to conduct !.rried, if not extensive, evaluation.

3. Given the emphasis placed on evaluation in the EOF guidelines, the
6:0pearance of several evaluation components in project.proposals. may reflect
that empelasis.

4, With the apparently high commitment to evaluation expressed in the

6 i



proposals, the questi,n of whether these evaluations were actualV conducted

and the nature of evalua,ion activity became important. (See II - 4c, 5a,

b, c and 6).

5. .it is perhaps sreculative; but the failure of 6 proposals to pro-

vide any kind of evaluation design mi=:ht be evidence of relaxation of criteria

by EOF office.

In genera], the plans for evaluation were present and were fairly,

comprehensive. However, given the budget allocations and other evidence

available to the research team, the implementation capability is opn to ques-

tion.

Criteria Associated with Evaluation

1. Nee:is

(a)

(b)

(c)

Discussion

Outcomes, objectives identified

ilo

(74)

( h)

.Adequate descrir:tinn of carrent state
Yes (48)
No (24)
Can't say

. ( ()

Research studies cited
les (30)

(I43)

biguouc ( 5)

59

1, A description of the current state was deemed inadequate if .nothing

more than'the statement )f the problem is given in one or two sentenceS. An

adequate description is ,:ne which delineated in some detail the antecedents

'Df the problem on which the project is based. (e.g. school norms of achievement

compare(i with local or provineia2 norms).
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2, Research studies cited included research literature and local re-

search studies conducted usually tv central or regional office personnel
and, in one or two instances, as part of communitywide needs,assessment

studies. Clearly, a majority of the projects analyzed gave no indication

of being research based.

2. Program p7anning

(a) Program outlined (See- I (5 & 6)

Yes (78)
No ( 0)

(b) Probable .success La meeting objectives

Stated (40)
Inferred (34)
Unrlear

( 8)

(c) SucceSs supported by

Profe.;sicmal judgment (70)
Rese,?.rrh ev-dence (1h)

( 8)

Discussion

The weak renear,!h e in the pro7ram planning stage was as evident

it was n the nee,h7. nnennmen-_ Th e. quality of proffram planning

evaluation seems.to have been baced primarily on professional judgment rathet

than evidence from tho rcstrIrch and/or evaluation literature. Given the

fact that- evaluation of the:It: proj,ve+n, themnelves, wan not well financed,

one wonders -bout the basin for decision-making on program content. One may

conclude that educationa2 renearch did not have a high degree of impact on

these Projectn.

6 6
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3. Imp?.emenbatiOn oroceoo

(a) Program carried out as planned

Yes (6))
No ( 0)
Modified (11)
Unknown ( 6) [Usually meant no monitoring or

progress reports were in files
at time of analysis]

(b) Naturt_, uf ,vidence supplied for implementation
of pror..rar:

- field office reports only [25]

self-reports only [36]

both field office and self-reports [13]

- no reports at all [4]

Difficulties reported on:

Inputs

- weaknesses/difficulties in teacher/aide in-service [6]
staff_turnover [8]

- insufficient provision ftir increased-preparation
tine for teachers [8]
delay in obtaining materials [8]

- shortage in equipment/materials/facilities [7]

Process

increased workload on administrative staff [3]
delay in proposal approval [3]

communication among participants,:role ambiguities [6]
difficulties or unwillingness of teachea-s to change [2]

- inapprori,The :Ise of expertise [3]

scheduling/programMing arrangements [5]

Context

E.O.F. constraint's on funding of clerical/technical
services [27

- A.T.A. criticism of aide utilization [1]
- lack of parenta.Lsupport/involvement [4]
- inflation [1]

Outcomes

unanticipated negative consequences [1]

6 7



Discussion

1.- Field office reports were available for approximately one-half of
;the projects..

2. There were only ono reports of "failure"-of project. Field
offi^e reports were almost inevitbly positive.

3. The data c:ontained in these sources coincided approximately with

data obtained from intervj.ews and site visits.

Program progroz;s

(a) Meetin"bjectivPs

Yes

No (19)
Unclear (11)
No informrAion

( 7)"
Partially (12) ,

(b) Nature or evidence

Souco .

oilly field report 125]

onlj progress report [36]
both [13]

Documenteq

Yes
No

[Clear

[Ambiguous

Discussion

(29)
(111)

(33)
(25),

'62

1. Many progress reports al.,:arently ':.ame into EOF offce only in late

August and September; thus, files examined in July may contaiD proess and/or
field reports by 71ow.

2. Documented progress was defined as descliption of program progress

which'exceedt: one or two brief general statements and Qualifies whatever con-
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elusions are provided.

3. In a ma)ority of cases, the progress reports indicate success.

However, there were some instances where progress wasnot significant or

where data were not available.

5. Outcome evaluation

(a) Evaluation rep(rt :. as of July/75)

Presented (14)

:.esented (74)

(c)

'1.tur. -A' evidence

ccacher opinion [49]

administrator opinion[19]
parental opinion [17]

student opinion [22]

other opinion 1 7]

- none [20]

Opinions

Documented r17]
Undocumented H):1

(d) Elource of opinions

reports or prorxess reports

(e) "Hape data

standardized tests [11]

pre:post 1 9]
controls [ 1]

teacher constructed [ 11

other 1 6] e.g. inventory cf units developed;
inventory of library books catalogued/usec

none [20]

(f) Other commerrts on outcome evaluation

(Number.; rerer to "J naif i. of Pro j e et Documente sheets

identiried by t,valuation research team).

6 J



(f) cont.'d

- "Rdrd" data not presented but inferences asto its
availability provided (#12, 13, 21, 24, 25, 32, 38, 43,
51, 58, 59, 63, 64)

- outcome evidence not shown to be related to classroom
performance (#15, 9)

ambiguous "hard" data provided
. .

- focus on delivery rather than outciime
'L

available tests described as not appropriate

,

- indication thae original BUF guidelineS broken (i.e. teacher
aides handling clerical duties (#23) ).

- Self-identification of project unworkability and request to
discontinue (#53)

argued in favor of perceptions/observations rather than
"hard" data (#33)

belief statements, as evaluation (#56)

- from planned II

evaluation to "h(124d" proedure 051

isolated insL:ance of negative critique of proje(:t by
field office-(#51).

inappropriate statistical inference (#60)-

_aboratr, evaluacion design and report is shown by (#35)

less elaborate; Lut fairly comprehensfve design in (#50)

Discussion

The main (--,(1,?Ths.ic, dr.cwn 1!14%m these dTttl. is that,evaluation :-

not. a4egittely imPlement,e for t:h; mi,:rit f projectS analyzed.

6. P7A7,f-:1U.mcnt ,:;;a74.ick-7...cn'(.ko3)!

(a) L.

Incomr]etc
Not done at

- Unknown

7 0

( 1r) )

( 5)
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6.. (b) Components' (i.e; proposed components).

- achievement/attitude tests (24]
student surveys [ 4]
teacher.surveys 6]
parent survgys [ 8]

e;cternal evaluation (usually
F.O.) [ 61

- inventcry of materials used/
developed (,31
iecord of student activity [ 2]

Discussicin

1.: Of cases where design-appedrs to have beenefuifilled, only a -

few could be said to have systematic and comprehensive procedures.

This and other data in the files does not show any high degree
1

of coricern by the EOF office with the lack of evaluation which is well

-t:.c.i-lh1"-out and systematicany pursued.

,Co1usions

flj PROJECT PROP'OSALS PERE GENERALLY ADEQUATE AND IN LINE WITH EOY

'GUIDELINES,

THE LCTOFIFICE.ADMINFSTERED THE GUIDELINES CONSISTENTLY.

BUDGETED FUNDING FOR.EVALUATION WAS EXTREMELY L)W.

PROPOSALS FOR EVALUAtION WERE: REASONABLY WELL D6ELOPED:.

EVIDENCE OF PARENT AND COMMUNITY SUPPORT FORTROPOSED PROGRAMS
WAS NOT 'tXTENSIVT-i

HI THE RESEARCH BASIS FOR PROPOSALS PAS INADEQUTL.

INTERNAL AND EXTERNAL EVALUATION REPORTS WERE GENERALLY POOR.
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Chapter XI

Summary of Conclusions and Recommendations

This final chapter IS comprised of,.t-,;(. parts.. First, a complete-list

of all-of the conclusions listed at the end of each of_Chapters II X is

proVided. This ip-to provide the basis for a series of recommendations

which comprise the seconh part'of the chapter. In order to link the list of

conclusions to a particular ch9pter, their original numbering within a

chatter is retained. In the settion cOntaining the recommendations, 'an

effort will be made to make'the chain of reasoning and argument fairly clear.

In some instances, the chin ,,rhich "links a particular recommendation to .the

evidence ottained in the study may not be as clear as a purely:scientific

strategy would call for. In those cases, the Research Director will attempt

to make explicit any value ,ludments on hi2 part which led to a particular

recommendation.

Summary of Conclusions

Chapter II fAcnievemer.t of I ended Objectives of EOF Prorrard

THE OBJECTIVES OF THET T'!nail././ HAVE GENERALLY BEEN ACHIEVED.

MASTERY OF BASIC AND AUXILIARY SKILLS HAS BEEN MODERATELY ACHIEVED.

MAINTENANCE OR INCREASE iN PUPILS SELF-CONFIDENCE AND SELF-RESPECT
HAS BEEN MODERATELY ACHIEVED.

VISIBILITY OF UPGRADING ACTIVITIES IS GENERALLY LOW.

THERE IS A MODERATELY STRONG CONNECTION BETWEEN PROJECT OBJECTIVES
AND EQF PROGRAN GOALS.

44'
INSTRUCTIONAL SERVICES ARE DEFINITELY BEING DELIVERED DIRECTLY TO STUDENTS..

INSTRUCTIONAL ASSISTANCE IS BEING DELIVERED TO TEACHERS.

7 2
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[8] ACHIEVEMENT OF PROJECT OBJECTiVES IS NOT APPARENTLY BEING LIMITED BY
VARIABLES IDENTIFIED BY THE PROJECT PARTICIPAhTS OR OTHER'RESPONDENTS.

[9) THE CONCEPT OF SPECIAL FUNDING DOES NOT HAVE NEGATIVE CONNOTATIONS.

[10] PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT IN EOF PROJECTS-IS GENERALLY LOW.

Chapter III [By-Products]

[1] THEOE IS FAhRLY STRONG EVIDENCE TO SUGGEST THAT EOF HAS PRODUCED THE
FOLLOWING BY-PRODUCTS:

(a) growth of knowledge and transferable skills of tedchers.

(b) parental ?.nsZghts int.-) the problems of educating elementary children.

.(c) hoar,1 member r.upyort for projects which would otherwise have not
been supporteq.

(d) increased communication among professionals.

a

(e) unproved ttaff and ctud,:nt attitudes.

(f) positive community reaction.

(g) .7.dmin1:;trative deman(is were worth the effort in view of the output.

(h) apidrent stigma effect for some Pural pupiZs.

THERE IS TENTATIVE SUPPORT FOR A CONCLUSION THAT EOF HAD THE FOLLOWING
BY-PRODUCTS:

(%) increased ).;,efessor.:a growth of teachers.

increacd teacher scwitivity to alternatives.

inerease teachcr ability to identif:i individual student needs.

(d) imm.70d of scho.) district personnel.

( e ) timu 7,(1 tcd -1,c,c,a c72rriculum developMent activities.

7



Chapter IV [Success of Individual ProjeCts]

[1] INDIVIDUAL PROJECTS SUPPORTED BY ROF GRANTS ARE SEEN AS GENERALLY
SUCCESSFUL.

C21 THERE IS SOME DIVERSITY IN THE AMOUNT AND QUALITY OF EVALUATIVE
EVIDENCE AVAILABLE TO SUPPORT THE VIEW THAT THE PROJECTS ARE
EFFECTIVE.

[3] THERE WERE NO NEGATIVE RESPONSES TO THIS QUESTION (i.e. PROJECT
SUCCESS?) FROM ANY OF THE PEOPLE INTERVIEWED.

Chapter,V ,[4dministrative Side-Effects]

[11

68

FOR SOME SUB-GROUPS, PARTICULARLY BOARD MMBERS AND ADMMSTRATORS,
THERE WAS A DISPROPORTIONATE AMOUNT OF ADMINISTRATIVE TIME USED
BY EOF ACTIVITIES

[2] STAFFING OF PROJECTS WAS NOT PERCEIVED TO BE A DiFFICULTY.

[3] RURAL CENTRAL OFFICE PERSONNEL REPORTED AN INCREASE IN ADMINI-
STRATIVE WORK LOAD.

[4] SOME ANXIETY AND CONCERN OVER ADMINISTRATIVE SIDE-EFFECTS WAS
EVIDENT.

[5] CENTRAL OFFICE PEOPLE HAD SOME CONCERN ABOUT THE GUIDELINES FOR
ROF.

1 THERE WAS NO ...T.U:P;CION OF HIDDEN MOTIVES ON THE PART OF GOVERNMENT.

[Y1 RURAL PROJECT TEACHER: WERE CONCERNED ABOUT INFLATION IN COSTS,
PARTICULARLY OF PAPER MATERIALS.

Chapter VI ;Project verhu.: rmu]. FdnUin,71

[1] PROJECT FUNDIN6 PROTECTS PROGRAMS FROM MANIPULATION OF BUDGETS BY
ADMINISTRATION AND/OR SCHOOL BOARDS.
(N.B. Interviews with ASTA efficialt revealed that they felt. that
formula funiinr, is pr,.ferable. ame Department of Educaidon
officials hu4ected that the Department should use special fundinr,
to enahle it to !;r:v:Ae le'lderhhip and then should incorporate
the monies into ci,nver.tien,l1 fnrmula fundinr).

74
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. Chapter VII [Recommended Changes in EOF-]

69

[1] THE GOVERNMENT SHOULD CONSIDER THE IMPLICATIONS OF MAKING THE FOLLOWING
CHANGES IN EOF PROCEDURES:

(a) reduce "red tapc". (N.B. The term "recl, tape" implies unnecessary
procedures. See the comments in the section of this chapter
ObservationS for School Districts).

(b). increase flexibility.

(c) increase the amount of money per pupil.

(d) provide assiStance in proposal. writing. (N.B. The regional offices
evidently provided a lot of assistance for proposal develOpment in
the early stages of the present EOF program).

(e) increasT3 tbre foir c'.I.milar programs in the fUture.

Chapter VIII [EOF [COMPEN.1,'

[k] EOF [COMPENSATORY' IS Af EARLY STAGE OF IMPLEMENTATION AND EVALUA-
TION MUST BE QU'7_

[2] THE GUIDELINES SP.1LD 7--..-EXAMINED BY THE DEPARTMAT

Chapter IX IEytension tc. -lary Schools]

[1! THE GOVERWIN1 SHOLk.D SER:OUSLY CONSI:.LR EXTENDING EOF INTO THE
SECONDMY SCHOOLS.

IF A SECOINOARY corirD:1:NT IS ESTA8LIS14:10, II '21-1AjLD FOCIJ::

WHAT ON THE ONTINUANCE OF REMEDIAL PRLIS AS WELL-
UNIQUELY SECONDARY SCHOOL PROGRAM AREAS.

Crm,T,ter X [Amaysio or D,;(run..-nt:,1

PROJECT PROPOSALS WERE GENERALLY ATEQUATE AND IN LINE WITH ,L:nf'
GUIDELINES.

THE OFFICE ADMINISTERED THE GUIDELINES' CONSISTENTLY.

BUDGEIED FUNDIr,f, FOY EVALUA 'ON WAS EXTREMELY LOW.

PROPOSAL: Fr)F EVM UATION Wa., REASONABLY JJELL DEVELOPED.
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[5] EVIDENCE OF PARENT AND COMMUNITY SUPPORT FOR PROPOSED PROGRAMS
WAS NOT EXTENSr,

THE RESEARCH FJAS FOR PROPOSALS WAS INADEQUATE.

INTERNAL AND DOT.-i:NAL EVALUATION OEPORTS WERE GENERALLY POOR.

Summation

In general; EOF [Elemc--ary] 7xogram has been a succes The con-

cept of special fanrAini:. school projects has been extremely

well received throu,.,.-p,t pl.,vinc. Many of the administrative problems

perCeived by participant: -:7:7 attributed to the short amount of lead time

and to the lack f fixpe.".-E.-. wiLLs project funding and curriculum develop-

ment activities. n tY. c t, the projects appeared to be successful
.

although there wi.% of :really solid evidence about the educational
,

outcomes.

mow° s;imujating !.-!.,t,ivity and for focussing on ele-

mentary pupils. 1:0F..3eemed excellent. However, as part of a systemfrtic

model for improving the Tiality of education it was, in our opinion, deficieL..

in several important !II It was not embedded in a short or long

range plar, model aied u: improving, qualit:: (e.g. Lead tine wainhort and

there is 72( .-.1'tifty of.n,Inding beyond thme year:3).

[2] It not based on research knowledge about teaching or learning or

pupil needs. ul The la-k evaluative skill and evaluative evidence pro-

vides 11:,tle hope for long-term payc:f in terms of future shifts in the di-

rection of elementary schooling in Alberta.

In concusion, while th. EOF program has been a :uccess, it s=cks too

much of a ."one Riot" effort. Tf project funding is to continue to be used,

it should be incorporated intt a larger fra .work of educational planning

ywith a strong research and development component. It is obviously wor .while

Ito consider spending more mo%.,: un sele:%ted projects which have a strOng dis-

trict or school flav:ir as pupil needs are concerned; but a more--eo-

ordinated and systematic effort is needed if future funds are to have more

payoff for the whole system of elementary and secondary schooling in Alberta.
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Observations for School Districts

Although this report and itsrecommendations are directed towards the

Department.of Education, some observations directed towards school district

personnel seem nebeSsary. These are put forward as the evaluator's-reaction

to the points of view E.xpressed by various people interviewed during the

study and, in part, to tile proposals documented in the EOF files They are

intended to be sum;estive of areas where school districts should make im-

provements if the maxim= pozsible benefits of project funding are to be

realized.

[1] There was evidence of t different models of project development. One

was a centralized "top-4own" model in which most decisions were made in the

school district c'entral orTiCe. The projects developed under this model

tended to be large-sale in nature. One apparent advantage of this approach

that system level pro:olems were attacked by the programs which were

eventually developed. Moreover, evaluative mechanisms tended to be more

elaborate, though not necessarily more sophisticated, in these top-down sit-

uations. The other extreme model was a "grasn-roots", school-based approach

to .project development. Hero. the projects were small-scale and were,

typically, not.subjected_to any extensive evaluation. However, they had the

appar,:.nt strength of in7oivinE: teachers in decision-making about the problems

,facing the pupilr. in 1:i;c:

Given that ,the evaluation schemes which we encountered were generally

4' not good, one could. suggeet to those employing a "top-down" approach that

more access to docision-making be given to school staffs because the gains

in apparent sophistic%7ion of prorram develonment and evaluation in a cen-

tralist model were not J:7tIally realized. At the same time, important skills

were nnt *being develop± d. teachers and nrincfpals.

[2] If the projects are tc, have _long-term effects on the quality of educa-.

tion, school districte neel to ,,,mteri their project development in a planning

model that emphasizes Llit2 following elements:

(a) A t1oroug1 7 a3s,2s8ment.

(Note: The evaluation team.is not convinced that projects were based on a
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careful analysis of priorities with respect to pupil needs. If project

funding continues.beyond 1976, this .coMPQ,nent must be strengthened).

(b) A basic in theory and/or practice.

(Note: The prdject proposals lacked a theoretical base. While this may be

acceptable in the:early stages of a program, there must be a more.thorough

consideration'of this elerpent in future programs. It is up to the school

*districts to imprOve this f6ature of future proposals).

(c) A '3.trong eva,luation compdnent.

(Note: Our, findinf7s shcw that this c,:aponent was not strong. While one

cannot expect an overnight\improvement in the capacity of 2chool districts

to conduct evaluations, some\beginnings need to be made. School district

administrators and ::chool :sarc4-, need to become not only more capable of

conducting internal evaluations;'but more accepting of their responsi-

bilities in this realm).

[3] In a prcect based TTogram, there-Ail always be administrative demands

on school districts. While these may be viewed as "red taro" by some,

people, they are part of a normal intrc!hange between levels of government.

(Note: If fund's were ef-,:rmarke, muc pr the so-called "red tape" would

disappear at the level %nd, i,vovincial interaction. This would

in no way guarante, that: j, u1:1 the ]ev:A or central office

aric.j ichool star:f e..-;:lua.,or the tipihion that the

adminictrative re.!uHer:eh-,s narrmy with -ne T,roluct rznidinr7 concept

anl schoul disLrit t-hsunn_] 'e,ntinue, s they nave done in the

past three years, prr-:jeet develpers).
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[11 CONTINUE E'l; [ELEMENTARY] FUNDING FOR AN ADDITIONAL THREE YEAR
PERIOD.

Comment

The'extension of project funding-for three more!Years is intended
to enable school districts to develop the successful:projects and to. im-
pi've or replace projects which have not,yet been.successful. .There is
much to be learned from the projects and /tTeree yt?,arshcve not really been
long enough to get the maximum payoff from.the aensive developmental
work and the resources which have already .been 'invested in EOF projects.
The internal evaluation of projects is only now being completed and time
for improvement is necessary. During,thss proposed extension period,
the EOF central office operation and the sYstem qf proposals for funding
should be maintained by the Department of-Education. At the same time,
the evaluative and curriculum developMental skills of school district
personnel can be improved and used to advantage.:

[2] EOF [COMPENSATORY] GUIDELINES SHOULD BE REVIEWED BY THE DEPARTMENT
AND PARTICULAR PROJECTS SHOULD BE SUBJECTED TO THOROUGH EXTERNAL /

EVALUATION.

Comment

T:;" Deportment i;.; proceeding slowly with,the Compensatory component.)
In vico of the iiff icu ies In usini evidence from otheir-settings (e.g. :

liPited States) to suinort the con!ept of compensatory programs, heavy
<-7m,haec .-hould be placod ;n :xtern.77; 7r weZZ as internal, evaluation of

T147 n Lnec j'or N.iess to compensatory funding should be
1 so cr.; to cor:'; 0,mooal of unnecessary restrit!tions.

AN ESF [SECONDAR??H COMFONENT.SHOULD BE INTRODUCED FOR THE 197_7-7.9
SCHOOL YEAR AND CONTINUING UNTIL AT LEAST 19'9-80. FUNDS FOR
PLANNING SHOULD BE INCLUDED IN THE BASIGRNTS FOR THE FIRST YEAR
OF OPERATION OF PROJECTS.

Comment

Thc- or,Pziovi.21 - ru-l'i(-T:.ng this is as folloos:

(a) Ahnouktec co-fro6cnt during 1975-?C school year.

(b) -'ncoura.;e 197C-Z7 by requiring proposale to
b, 7 .;fil:a1)1,- Jeadlinc dat (e.g. February,

2X7), a:7 of:ice.
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(c) Fbr projects that receive approval, include with the per pupil
grant fbr 1977-?8 an additional grant for planning (e.g.
,3.00 per pupil). This woulrl be a once only grant; but would
be available, over the lifetime of EOF (Secondary), fbr other
newlg approv,,d projects during their first year of operation.

The reason for this part of th,, recommendation is that lead ti.me for project
developing should be provided fbr any extension of the concept into other
grade levels. rn general, given the favorable opinions about EOF (EZe-
mentary), extension of the project concept into other grade levels seems
appropriate. The onli rider on th;s recommendation would be that such an
extension of funding r;:ould in no way jeopardize the position of ele-
mentary schools.

Concludini3 Statement

The da. contained, in this report have been rather extensive. The

conclusions converged tovar-.i a favorable assessment of EOF per se. Any

doubts expressed by the Research Director were mainly in terms of the

long-term benefits of smh pre47,Lms. How the Department of Education and.

the Government of Albert,L will use the information and the recommenda-

tions, will determine, ultimetely, tne valueof this niece of research.

It must be judged in temll of its usefulness.for and its effects on de-

cision-making in Albertfl.

8 0
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School zone number:
School jurisdiction:
Name of the project:
Name of the school:
Position of the interviewee:

APPENDIX 'A'

INTERVIEW SCHEDULE

There are two.baic dimensions to this interview: the first one deals with your
views of EOF in terms of the orojects) with which you are familiar; the second
one deals with 'your views of EOF as a program "f5r the funding of projects which
deliver direct instructional services to students and direct assistance to teachel.
throughout the province.

SECTION 'A'

The following questiuns are concftrned with the one or more specific EOF projects
with ..thich you a.re personail:i

N.B. Are you familar EOF eZementam EOF compensatory
or both 7

What nerd wu; tY rocr i..7:1%;ned to satisfy?

2. L.lua thi,=

3(a) Has this proje.:t Tet t;:e nee,is fr :Jhfoh ',2as dRsigned j, chieve,: i.ts
stat,/ obecti:ca;?



- 2 -

3(b) 1/C28 the EOF proj,7ct !ven oucc asful in delivering "dizyct instructiona/
services to students and 2.:rect instructional assistance to teachers"?
(Probe for evidence).

4(a) Has tni8 EOF project produced any desirahle or undesirabk !'.:d-effects
that can think of?

(b) More specificaliy:

i. What impact has this EOF 711 on student and staff attitudes?

What skills, al)ilities sr ::nsighsa have you 'c ired as a result o
your association :zith this particular EOF project?

Haa'has this praject affected your allocation of time and energy?
(Probe for a personal reaction to this).

8 3
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14(b) cont'd

iv. What ;Lox be.:n the r.-acvi.;.:h thc com7vnit, to this spec, project?

what-exr.,:vt zffordea. thE to partici-
. pate ;n? the;, 4one so:

sEcTIoN 'e'

The fol:nwing queat. EOF as -a nrogru-i ror the funding
of projects?

5(a) From yekr vdntaF point, has the EOF. Frugram in general,
achieed itv explain.

(b) Looki-...7 -:: ..:- Ow -,-, :17., '4e,L+ hav,:,been ;:anjed, ,Jould :4;z.. :are

to corronr. -..,:c.- .:7': -a: . ..:n.-,nt to which all or ..iny of r.hese
..-

cbject? )ce ::.--...7 ,...,-.., 1,-h: , -.,c. :.:, t:!, EOF ,)ro(7ram:

6. Have you noti2 1n:4 beneficzi or :.47.!citirable administrative, fiscal; OL

non-tvach,.np-felrnin 7 t'O2, a')e been !,roduced at the school
district level hi, the nt?,o.i.4ot7.on of ti7e EOF program:

8 1



7 !) In ge.yler1 , 1),9e in. n..,t...ced any 4sirable ur undeoirablc side-effects
!hat t;le EOF ;,roaram has produced?

:oruueciuiii. SUPERV 1 SOR

iiave nvt.fa.:a any new attitu or. approa,,h;T curriculuir

ievelomcnr. within juriaJicri.,n?

!iacc evaluatio,: design

.40.4P

f o !icnt think EOF program ha.; increru:ed the abi Lit? of pors.dnn,?1,

g,2nemtc )!cw aimt:d at .iealing wi th op. cil'u educational

needu

iv. . Do you think EOF ha8 upgraded ti-w ability of the tachert; -1noolcel
t.,7, deal with specifi,c educaf,donal nroblems of aementary children?

v. i;ave thcr,! ;1,,2ngvs in t;;e ,ivality or quantitj of commror ica-
ionS thin 2o4r jurirdi.?tion?

vi. EOF 2ffecud staff utilizati.on in gny way?

vii. I-one : re. (2N!I :ipk.oifi.o undesirable side-effects.

8 5.
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In qem!ral, have you noti,,ed any dcnirable or undr:;irablr oide-effects
that the EOF program han.produced?

(b) More specifiz.any, as a PRINCIPAL

i. Do yo..; think EOF hoe screed to upgrade the ability cf teachere to
deal with specific e.lucaz.ional probli-:ms of elementary students?

Has the time and effort re,iuired of your staff and yourself by the
program, been greater cr ecs than you had anticipated Do the
benefits derived from this program justify ouch ailocatione?

ave u m)ticel any cho,:g in t,eacher or otudent morale as a
reoult of partiaipation t;le EOF program:

iv. Pa,' th,. EGF pr-;v1,41e:l neL: teacher nhillo that
1.ou cf.rsider jecirae?

v. Hoe the T.-:-:-onzm ;:roduced an:/ c2nge in parental involvement in
education?

8 6



7(a) In gcne'ru.1, hvf_. ycn., ,:q.o,f1 r ndroz:nzt..2e oi2e-e.'1%,:cto
that thf: EOF r rogrzr? protht...?

) Mor. a.; PAR£Nt

i . Has th,- Nrrn: a the ei!uca!-ien of
been I nCect1.1 : iough EOF?

!'.:7,= ;he parent role

. 2 ,-*1 :t. :,; !;;;.

8 7
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(c)

7(a) In genural, hao n. .1 .4n!, tha tr1bJ t .4.:!:r,ble seeffuota
that tho EOF progtx

(11) Lpecificarly. us a TEA(

Havc p7,14 ..".1.2V81,(117 1?1,, .;.:ri -112r, or or-
1: 70V tha LJOU 61: i rait

,1):7,2;43 y p:pa:;sii?

uo:f tholv. use to 1ou
.:14,:ti..:;raz..1.

;ri lifferen?. in :,our '':itudet, to-

)f pour pPofesc,!,01.1:1 oor,:?

iv. Eo ;:n cu..-Y-fculum de-

7. ydur ezv enc t EOF Lxpinin.

8 8



- 5 -

8(a) Which of the following 7:et-hods offunding projects do you permonally
fa-A.:r and why?

i. (the mr-e usual) formula financing

ii. on the basis of proposals approved by the Department (as in EOF)

other (plese specify)

(b) Which of r.ese methods fo, in lac:, the most valuable and why?
(Probe: te, estabsh criteria for judgment).

9. Are rhore any speci.'ic ot:arqes in the EOF program, policies and pltedures
which would improoe the quality and long-t4rm onldultivity of the projectm?
[e.g. criteria ft.; approval, mechanita for approval].

10(a) Do you think there 9 a n. for a:1 EOF type program at the secondary
level?

(b) [if "yes") 'hi. ene intetion of EOV to re,:idc ,1 more
equitable all,..tmzqt o f the elmentary.1vol, forwula

financing prerclCy f7avours the secondary

(if "yes") Is this ar-; ,r.dei chie situation:: :4

(d) "yea"] What Juggestions or recommendation'? would you make to remedy
the situation?

^

8 9
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APPENDIX '

Format fcr Document Analysis
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TITLE of PROJECT:

ANALYSIS OF PROJECT DOCUMENTS

I. CRITERIA ASSOCIATED WITH THE PROPOSAL

1. Small classroom project (code as per natrix):

2. Funding emphasis

(u) uluoation of tetchers

(b) additional c-liissroom teachers

nii-olerioal aides to support teachers

(d) sp.o:alist 'services related to classroom
teacher

r,uterials for classroom teacher

(f) administrative/coordinating/pla.ming
services

otner,

3. Rationale for program

(b) cleariamhiguYis

%. Objectives for program

(a) htuted/unstated (b) r.eneral/specific (c) vague/clear

5. Description of procram

1..) 'consistent with CAective.;: Yes/No/debatabte

ini .P.ed program bud:get: Yu'/No/debatable

(b) AlLooutLou for eval.:<,:ior: out of total budget of $

7. ,...vide prov.led ,f

supp,....: Yes/No nature of evidence

()) tew:ner 5inort: Yes/No nature or evidence

communi:y supporL: Yes/No nature nf evidence

(4) trft ot nropoJal received: Aprroval/conditional Approval/
Afore information required

,t! on t,ove7 r.icumentediundocumented

(o) ';r1*.er:a relaxed by OF.officel Yen/No

9 1



9. Appeal::: 31ccesr.1uLiu.1.1,11i:er;s:'a1

10. Evaivatiz,n Uesign prJpestd;

(a) acac'emi..: achisrveme:..!. (b) stdent httitude/opini,r. zarvey

pre-!.nst (d) teacher uttitude/opir,. .rvey

;e) attit..:de/4:n1on survey

(r) 'paren% attitude/opinion survey

(g) other

C..21TERIA ASSOCIATED WITH EVALUATION

1. .iee-is rent

(%) f#4.11

(b) qapl%a,t.e des7ri!,t.for. Df current :;tafe:

rs..r in,netLrc.r. studi,r:

E't;t!in,: :I'

Y,,r/No../ccin't .,7!

i'e../fieltribi.cruou;;

(b) ir,thqt:e i.r,,gr'im in meeting W.eetiv,s:

sAn-md/inferr.-diunclear

.f ;,r,grmm A by: ;r.,:fe::.,ion,11 ,'Lvigment/

evilewle/unc1er

,tz



5. 0.1Lc,41t. v:. o.utcome:;)

(a) ,:lAtc-.)mc evallpttion report::: pl:-ver.t.,..d/not 1,re3er.ted

(b! n=ture c:f evi,:en3e: teaehers/administnitors/parents/

stllents/other

(c) opnc:

(J)

doeumented/undocumtni:,:d

(e) "hard" .lata: sta.a.L,rdized tests/pre-postizontrols/teacher

eGnstrlicted tests/other

(f) nthcr commer.tr

I

!-.0 at

lir ,ro:-It.


